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Period for Reply 

A SHORTENED STATUTORY PERIOD FOR REPLY IS SET TO EXPIRE 3 MONTH(S) FROM 
THE MAILING DATE OF THIS COMMUNICATION. , K».impiwf,iPri 

- E^ensions of time may be available under the provisions of 37 CFR 1 .1 36(a). in no event, however, may a repiy be Umeiy filed 

earned patent term adjustment. See 37 CFR 1 .704(b). 

Status 

I )13 Responsive to communication(s) filed on 01 December 2004. 
2a)n This action is FINAL. 2b)S This action is non-final. 

3) 0 Since this application is in condition for allowance except for formal matters, prosecution as to the merits is 

closed in accordance with the practice under Ex parte Quayle, 1935 CD. 11. 453 O.G. 213. 

Disposition of Claims 

4) 13 Claim(s) Q-l 2 ^25-28 and 33-37 is/are pending in the application. 

4a) Of the above claim(s) is/are withdrawn from consideration. 

5) n Claim(s) is/are allowed. 

6) IE niaimfc;) Q-1 2 ^25-28 and 33-37 is/are rejected. 

7) n Claim(s) is/are objected to. 

8) n Claim(s) are subject to restriction and/or election requirement. 

Application Papers 

9) n The specification is objected to by the Examiner. 

10)H The drawing{s) filed on 29 December 2000 is/are: a)S accepted or b)^ objected to by the Examiner. 
Applicant may not request that any objection to the drawing(s) be held in abeyance. See 37 CFR 1 .85(a). 
Replacement drawing sheet(s) including the correction is required if the drawing(s) is objected to. See 37 CFR 1.121(d). 

I I )□ The oath or declaration is objected to by the Examiner. Note the attached Office Action or form PTO-1 52. 

Priority under 35 U.S.C. § 119 

12)H Acknowledgment is made of a claim for foreign priority under 35 U.S.C. § 1 19(a)-(d) or (f). 
a)n All b)n Some * c)Kl None of: 

1 .lEl Certified copies of the priority documents have been received. 
2.n Certified copies of the priority documents have been received in Application No. 



3.n Copies of the certified copies of the priority documents have been received in this National Stage 
application from the International Bureau (PCT Rule 17.2(a)). 
See the attached detailed Office action for a list of the certified copies not received. 
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DETAILED ACTION 

Continued Examination Under 37 CFR 1.114 

1 . A request for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.114, including the fee set 
forth in 37 CFR 1 .17(e), was filed in this application after final rejection. Since this 
application is eligible for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.114, and the fee set 
forth in 37 CFR 1.17(e) has been timely paid, the finality of the previous Office action 
has been withdrawn pursuant to 37 CFR 1.114. Applicant's submission filed on 
12/01/2004 has been entered. 

2. Claims 9-12, 25-28, and 33-37 are pending. 

Ciaim Rejections - 35 USC § 101 

3. 35 U.S.C. 101 reads as follows: 

Whoever invents or discovers any new and useful process, machine, manufacture, or composition of 
matter, or any new and useful improvement thereof, may obtain a patent therefor, subject to the 
conditions and requirements of this title. 

Claims 9-12, 25-28 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. §101 because these claims are 
directed to neither a "process" nor a "machine," but rather embraces or overlaps two 
different statutory classes of invention set forth in 35 U.S.C. §101, which is drafted so as 
to set forth the statutory classes of invention in the alternative only. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC §112 

4. The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 
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The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly 
claiming the subject matter, which the applicant regards as his invention. 

5. Claims 9-12 and 25-28 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, as 
being indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter 
which applicant regards as the invention. 

A single claim that claims both an apparatus and the method steps of using it, is 
indefinite under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph. See Ex Parte Lyell, 17 USPQ 2d 
1548 (Bd. Pat. App. 7 lnter.1990). 

These claims are also rejected under 35 USC 101 , because the claim embraces 
or overlaps two different statutory invention. 

6. The text of those sections of Title 35, U.S. Code not included in this action can 
be found in a prior Office action. 

7. Claims 33-37 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
United States Patent 5,078,832 to Tanaka, in view of United States Patent No. 

5, 843, 527 to Sanada et al. 

Tanaka discloses a wafer treating apparatus (see e.g. patented claim 1), a 
support rotatable by a motor for supporting and spinning a substrate (see element 62 
'M" in Fig. 3 and relevant associated text). Tanaka additionally teaches a cleaning 
solution supply having a nozzle capable of performing in the manner claimed 
(element 59 of figure 3 and relevant associated text). The recited future intended use of 
"for supplying a cleaning solution" lacks the positive recitation required for the element 
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to be given patentable weight. Tanaka further discloses a UV emitter positioned above 
said support (see element 36 of figure 3 and relevant associated text). It is noted that 
the wafer traverses from area 36 to area 38, however the claim does not require the 
ability to simultaneously emit UV light and apply solution. This limitation is not read into 
the claim. 

Each and every limitation of claims 33-37 is identically disclosed in Tanaka, as 
set forth above, except Tanaka fails to explicitly disclose the controller. 

Sanada teaches that it is well known and conventional to use a controller to 
automate processes (column 7, lines 33-35 et seq.). Sanada provides the motivation for 
utilizing controller, i.e such modification facilitates the effective coating the entire 
surface of the substrate with liquid. Therefore, it would have been obvious to one having 
ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to add the controller, as 
taught by Sanada in the apparatus taught by Tanaka, in an effort to reduce 
production costs while optimizing the contact of the substrate with cleaning solutions, 
thus improving effectiveness and reproducibility. 

8. Claims 9-12, and 25-28 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Tomita in view of Sanada and further in view of Tanaka. 

Claims 9-12 and 25-28 recite a substrate treating apparatus. Structurally the 
same is disclosed in Tomita at column 1 , line 61 et seq. 

Tomita teaches a spin washing step via a spin. Tomita does not explicitly teach 
the controller. Sanada teaches that it is known and conventional to use a controller to 
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automate processes (column 7, line 33 et seq.) in order to improve the coating of the 
wafer surface with liquid, thus providing a motivation to add the controller into other 
apparatus, where such feature is essential. It would have been obvious to one having 
ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to add the controller, as 
taught by Sanada, because such modification facilitates the effective contact of the 
entire surface of the substrate with liquid, and thus improves effectiveness and 
reproducibility of the apparatus of Tomita. 

Thus, each and every limitation of claims 9-12, 25-28, is identically disclosed in 
the combination of Tomita and Sanada, as set forth above, except the combined 
references fail to explicitly disclose a UV reflector of claim 25 and the specific 
wavelength of claim 26. Tanaka discloses the reflector in Figure 3, above the UV lights 
48. The claimed reflector is disclosed in the context of a spin washer in Tanaka. 
The skilled artisan would have been motivated to include a reflector of Tanaka with the 
UV radiation source of Tomita to maximize the amount of radiation that is directed to the 
wafer surface. As to the wavelength, Tanaka also discloses a low pressure Hg bulb with 
a wavelength overlapping the claimed range, namely, Tanaka discloses 184.9-253.7 nm 
wavelength. Absent a showing of criticality of the disclosed wavelength is considered to 
read on the claimed wavelength. 

9. Claims 9-12, 25-28, and 33-37 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over United States Patent 4,161 ,356 to Giffin et al. in view of Sanada 
and further in view of Tanaka. 
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Giffin discloses, inter alia in figure 6 and relevant associated text the 
limitations of the claims, except that Giffin fails to explicitly disclose a reflector, a 
controller, and the specific wavelengths of UV light, although in the second drawing of 
FIG. 7, it is seen that radiation in the form of ultraviolet light is directed downwardly 
onto previously unexposed layers of photoresist, thereby making these regions 
available for removal by developer. 

Tanaka discloses the reflector in Figure 3, above the UV lights 48. 
The claimed reflector is disclosed in the context of a spin washer in Tanaka. The artisan 
would have been motivated to include a reflector to maximize the amount of radiation 
that is directed to the wafer surface Such an improvement allows for optimal delivery of 
UV radiation to an intended surface. Tanaka also discloses a low pressure Hg bulb with 
a wavelength overlapping that claimed, namely Tanaka discloses 184.9-253.7 nm. 
Absent a showing of criticality of the wavelength, the disclosed wavelength is 
considered to read on the claimed wavelength. 

The combined teaching of Giffin and Tanaka fail to teach a controller. Sanada 
teaches a controller at column 7, line 33 et seq. and teaches and that it is well-known 
and conventional to use a controller to automate processes (column 7, line 33 et seq.). 
It would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to add the controller to the combined structure of Giffin and Tanaka 
, as taught by Sanada. The modification facilitates the effective contact of the entire 
surface of the substrate with liquid, see Sanada at Column 7, line 33 



Application/Control Number: 09/751 ,000 Page 7 

Art Unit: 1746 

et seq. Therefore the skilled artisan would have motivated to make the claimed 
combination in an effort to reduce production costs while increasing effectiveness of the 
apparatus and its reproducibility. 

Response to Arguments 

1 0. Applicant's arguments filed 10/06/2004 have been fully considered but they are 
not persuasive. 

1 1 . Applicants' argument resides in contention that an important feature of the 
claimed invention derives from the fact that it emits ultraviolet light to a cleaning 
solution having ozone dissolved in the ionized water, while the prior art references 
lack such feature. This is not fount persuasive for the reason that none of the claims 
currently pending, recite the ultraviolet light emitted ON the cleaning solution. To the 
contrary claims call for the UV light emitted on the substrate, which is met by the 
disclosure of all primary references cited in the rejection. It is noted that the features 
upon which applicant relies (i.e., ultraviolet light emitted ON the cleaning solution) are 
not recited in the rejected claim(s). Although the claims are interpreted in light of the 
specification, limitations from the specification are not read into the claims. See In re 
Van Geuns, 988 F.2d 1181, 26 USPQ2d 1057 (Fed. Cir. 1993). Therefore, Applicants 
aarguments are much more specific than the claims. It is further noted that the claims 
re adirected to the apparatus, wherein the patentability is defined by what the apparatus 
is (iu.e. its structural elements), but not what the apparatus does (i.e. its functions). 
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With regard to Applicants' arguments that in the instant invention the ultraviolet 
light is emitted to the substrate under atmospheric conditions, it is noted that all the 
primary references also recite the use of UV irradiation under atmospheric conditions, 
especially interesting the teaching of Tanaka, wherein the surface of the thin film 
having formed on the wafer is rendered hydrophilic (in order to remove contaminants or 
photoresist) by any of the following processing: (1 ) ultraviolet ray irradiation, (2) 
supplying of ozone at the same time as ultraviolet ray irradiation is applied. Such 
treatment, as well as the treatment in Tomita and Giffin is performed under atmospheric 
conditions. 

Therefore, the combination of references is properly applied to reflect all 
structural limitations of the claimed apparatus, and renders the instant claims 
unpatentable under 35 U.S.C. 103 (a). 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Michael Kornakov whose telephone number is (571) 
272-1303. The examiner can normally be reached on 9:00am - 5:30pm. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Michael Barr can be reached on (571) 272-1414. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications Is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 

f^l. ^^^.^fcT^c^ Michael Kornakov 
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